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MISSION STATEMENT 

 
To ensure the highest standards of public service by 

developing, disseminating and promoting readily understandable 
ethics requirements for King County employees and agencies. 

 
 
Created by ordinance in 1972, the King County Board of Ethics is recognized this year for 
thirty years of service to the employees, elected officials, and citizens of King County.  
The board is a five-member citizen advisory, administrative, and quasi-judicial board.  
Authorized by K.C.C. 3.04, the Board may implement forms, processes and procedures to 
ensure compliance with the ethics code and to interpret the code through advisory 
opinions. 
 
This year-end report reviews the 2002 mission, goals, activities, and performance 
measures of the King County Board of Ethics and administrator.  All goals established by 
the board for 2002 have been achieved on time and within budget.  Four highlights stand 
out from this year’s achievements.  First, the administrator conducted training to over 
1,040 people affected by the ethics code.  Second, the board finalized its proposed 
amendment to the post employment provision under the ethics code and submitted the 
document to the executive.  Third, the board responded to five requests for advisory 
opinion or guidance, and the administrator issued 87 written staff informational 
responses.  And finally, under board and staff management, the financial disclosure 
program for employees, elected officials, and board and commission members achieved 
100% compliance again this year.   
 

GOALS AND PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
Goal I:  To educate county employees, county managers, and board and 
commission members of their obligations to the public under the Code of Ethics, 
and how ethics is a positive tool which supports both good management practices 
and good public service on behalf of the citizens of King County. 
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Training and Education Overview.  Over 1,040 individuals affected by the county ethics 
code received ethics training in 2002, with an emphasis placed on reaching new 
employees (671 or 64%) and supervisors (154 or 15%.)  Categories holding third, fourth 
and fifth place were human resources personnel (73 or 7%), government employees and 
ethics officers (54 or 5%), and county board and commission members (49 or 5%.)  By 
focusing particularly on new employees and supervisors, the board and administrator help 
to ensure that new employees receive knowledge of the code prior to beginning work and 
know how to find helpful information and guidance; that supervisors have the skills to 
identify and resolve ethics-related issues affecting their agencies. 

 
Year Presentations Hours Participants 
1994 29 68.00 680 
1995 24 72.00 600 
1996 32 91.00 750 
1997 14 11.00 630 
1998 20 21.00 1318 
1999 36 38.50 1215 
2000 32 46.25 917 
2001 34 44.50 1,166 
2002 43 37.75 1,043 

 
The number of new employees receiving training increased over last year due in part to 
an initiative by the executive making the new employee orientation mandatory for 
executive branch employees.  The number of supervisors attending the mandatory 
supervisor seminar dropped from 284 in 2001 to 154 this year, a 46% decrease.  The 
reason for this significant decrease is not known.  Board and commission members 
receiving training rose from 10 to 49 in 2002.  The number of presentations increased by 
26% while total training hours decreased by 15%.  This year, the administrator reached 
approximately the same number of employees, and conducted more numerous but briefer 
presentations.  Each hour of training required approximately .75 hour of preparation 
and/or travel time. 
 
Classes.  Since 1994, the Board of Ethics has consistently identified education and 
training for county employees as its first goal and priority.  To meet that goal, the 
administrator conducted weekly mandatory orientations for new county employees 
through the Human Resources Management Division (HRMD.)  The orientations included 
an overview of the code and an introduction to the ethics board and office.  New 
employees are encouraged to contact the ethics office and to view it as an accessible and 
important county resource for helpful information and guidance. 
 
The administrator also conducted in-depth, half-day ethics courses for supervisors 
through the mandatory HRMD Supervisor Training Program.  These courses included a 
comprehensive review of the code; an introduction to the ethics board and office; a 
description of a decision-making model; and group participation in discussing, analyzing, 
and solving ethics-related dilemmas. 
 
Evaluations.  HRMD conducted evaluations following each supervisor training course.  
Class participants were asked to rate the applicability of the knowledge and skills gained 
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through the course to their current job; the quality of course content; and knowledge and 
ability of the instructor.  In response to these questions, evaluators could choose from 
‘poor, fair, good, very good, and excellent.’  In addition, attendees were asked to rate their 
own knowledge before and after the class on a scale of 1 - 5.  Participants rated the 
ethics course as follows: 
 

Question Response % Rating 
Applicability of  knowledge to current job 77% Very good and above 
Quality of course content 78% Very good and above 
Knowledge and ability of instructor 82% Very good and above 
Gained knowledge during course 67% Minimum of 1 step gain 
 
Informal Presentations.  The ethics office provided consultation and outreach to 
departments by offering sessions tailored to the information needs and schedules of the 
trainees.  These sessions included one-hour presentations during regularly scheduled 
staff meetings that focused on ethics-related issues specific to the group.  Participating 
departments included Public Health and Transportation. 
 
Specialized training.  Additional training sessions focused on groups with specialized 
functions.  These include, department coordinators and board and commission staff 
liaisons with responsibilities related to the financial disclosure program; human resources 
personnel; board and commission members; and government and ethics officers 
attending the Blacks in Government Conference, the Northwest Ethics Network, and the 
2002 Washington State Ethics Conference. 
 

Employee Type Number % Hours Subject Focus 
New Employees 671 64% 6.00 Ethics Overview 
Supervisors/Managers 154 15% 21.00 Ethics Code & Agency 
HR Personnel 73 7% 1.50 Ethics Code & Agency 
Gov't & Ethics Officers 54 5% 4.25 Ethics Code & Agency 
Board/Com. Members 49 5% 1.50 Ethics Code & Agency 
General Employees 25 2% 1.50 Ethics Code & Agency 
Dept Coordinators 9 1% 1.00 Financial Disclosure 
Board/Commission Staff 8 1% 1.00 Financial Disclosure 
Total 1,043 100 % 37.75  
 
Technology.  The ethics administrator continued to develop the ethics Web site.  Any 
employee or citizen having access to the internet may visit the site at 
www.metrokc.gov/ethics/.  There they will be able to learn about the board’s mission and 
goals, identity, history and activities; the Code of Ethics and its Summary; advisory 
opinions in their full text; rules and procedures; information and forms for disclosure 
programs; and meeting schedule, agendas and minutes.  The administrator worked with 
Executive Services staff for on-going support. 
 
Publications.  The administrator published the following publications during the year:   
 
• Advisory Opinion Subject Index and Summary Guide--281 distributed to managers;  
• Summary of the Code of Ethics--2,298 distributed to employees;  
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• “A King County Guide to Ethical Standards:  Doing Business with Contractors, 
Vendors, Clients, and Customers” (This brochure highlights sections of the ethics 
code that guide relationships between county employees and those doing business 
with the county) -- 3,638 distributed to employees, customers and contractors; 

• 2001 Annual Report--175 distributed to county council members, the executive and 
executive cabinet, department directors and managers, past ethics board members, 
and local, regional, and national ethics agencies.) 

  
Goal II.  To continue a systematic review of the code of ethics and to make 
appropriate recommendations for consideration by the executive and county 
council. 
 
The board finalized its proposed amendment to the post employment provisions under the 
ethics code.  The proposed amendment is intended to be easier to understand and 
clearer in describing what is and is not allowed after officials and employees leave county 
employment.  The board transmitted the proposed amendment to the executive and the 
document is awaiting his approval; if approved, the executive will send the amendment to 
the council for its review and determination.  
 
Goal III:  To provide timely advice and guidance to county employees and county 
elected officials on compliance with the King County Code of Ethics. 
 
Advisory Opinions.  From 1991 through 1999, the board issued 148 advisory opinions, but 
issued no advisory opinions in 2002.  However, the board did address five ethics-related 
issues in board meetings. 
 
First, during the February 19th meeting, a communications specialist for the county’s 
human resources management division asked the ethics board to review the HUM 
guidelines to ensure they are compatible with county ethics provisions. The HUM is a 
weekly e-mail message system that publishes brief news items of general interest to King 
County employees.  The board recognized that the ethics code prohibits use of county 
property for personal convenience or profit and allows only such use as is available to the 
public generally or for employees in the conduct of official business.  Previous board 
advisory opinions support this notion for all county resources, including conference rooms 
and e-mail.  The board voiced concern regarding advertising for private and non-profit 
organizations sponsored by individual employees or employee groups.  It also noted that 
that once the door is open to such groups, however worthy or of interest to county 
employees, the county may be required to open the door to all groups.  With the 
understanding that the executive's office was currently reviewing the matter, the board 
directed its administrator to offer support on the issue to the executive, and to report back 
to the board on the issue at a future time. 
 
Second, on April 15th, a county employee asked the board to issue an advisory opinion 
regarding the use of county resources when related to professional organizations and the 
extent to which such use is allowable.   Based on a past advisory opinion and the code, 
the board determined that it was not aware of any restrictions on employee participation 
in professional organizations, other than those imposed by managers and supervisors.  
After final deliberation, the board declined to issue an opinion stating that this particular  
matter was more appropriately filed as a complaint with the Office of Citizen Complaints—
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Ombudsman than one to be addressed by the ethics board as an advisory opinion.  The 
board also decided that it wished to have additional information on the complaint process 
used by the ombudsman and issued an invitation to the ombudsman to attend the next 
scheduled meeting. 
 
Third, on May 20th, a county employee asked the board to issue an advisory opinion to 
clarify whether or not a complaint and/or allegation of a “criminal conflict of interest” 
against a King County employee should not be referred to the Office of Citizen 
Complaints—Ombudsman, rather than another agency within county government.  After 
deliberation, the board unanimously determined to decline to issue an advisory opinion 
because, based upon information provided, the matter was the subject of a civil action 
and a county investigation.  In addition, the board clarified that it is not within its authority 
or jurisdiction to prohibit or halt either the civil action or the county investigation. 
 
Fourth, during the November 18th meeting, a county manager asked the Board of Ethics 
to review the Solid Waste Division's (SWD) procedures designed to prevent conflict of 
interests for members of the Solid Waste Advisory Commission (SWAC.)  In addition, the 
manager asked the board to issue an advisory opinion, or provide a determination, on 
whether the procedures were appropriate and adequate based on the King County Code 
of Ethics.  Because of existing advisory opinions that related directly to the current 
request, the board determined that it would not issue a new advisory opinion at this time.  
However, it did agree that conflicts of interest might occur when SWAC members who 
represent contract-holding industries take part in commission matters affecting the 
financial interests of those industries; participation may include discussion and voting.  
The board then unanimously voted to affirm the procedures created by the SWD to 
prevent conflict of interest among the SWAC membership. 
 
Finally, at the December 16th meeting, a county manager asked the board to review the 
reassignment protocol designed by the Solid Waste Division (SWD) to correct an 
apparent conflict of interest based on nepotism between a Transfer Station Operator and 
his supervisor.  Following this review, the manager asked that the board determine 
whether the actions taken by SWD sufficiently remove the potential conflict of interest. 
Following the board's deliberation and based upon the ethics code, past advisory 
opinions, and the information provided, the board unanimously voted to find that the 
protocols created by SWD to prevent conflict of interest based on nepotism among SWD 
employees sufficiently removed the conflict of interest.  Such protocols reassigned 
supervisory responsibilities, including employment decisions relating to hiring, 
appointment, reappointment, classification, reclassification, evaluation, promotion, 
transfer, discipline, supervision, or pay increases, of one family member over another to 
an unrelated supervisor. 
 
Staff Informational Responses.  During the year, the administrator issued 87 staff 
informational responses in which she provided a written response to situations where the 
code and existing advisory opinions have already been applied to an analogous issue.  
This level represents a 13% increase over the previous year.  Issues included, in order of 
numbers of requests:  use of county property; potential conflict of interest for board and 
commission members; post employment restrictions; outside employment restrictions; 
receipt of gifts and awards; and conflict with official position.  Because the existing 
advisory opinions already provide guidance on ethical situations commonly faced by 



 
 

6 

county employees, satisfactory responses to inquiries frequently do not require a new 
opinion. However, recipients of staff informational responses always have the option of 
requesting a formal advisory opinion from the board. 
 

Year Ethics Advisory Opinions Staff Informational Responses 
1991 30  
1992 16  
1993 26 Not issued prior to 1994 
1994 28 12 
1995 25 15 
1996 10 15 
1997 8 42 
1998 4 44 
1999 1 21 
2000 0 70 
2001 0 77 
2002 0 87 

TOTAL 148 383 
 
Telephone inquiries.  Phone consultations help solve ethics-related questions by 
providing employees and supervisors with the information they need to make common- 
sense decisions.  In addition to reviewing the situation and providing clarifying 
information, the administrator encourages employees to talk the matter over with their 
supervisors to resolve the issue within the context of departmental policy.  During the 
year, the administrator responded to over 752 telephone calls; this figure does not reflect 
outgoing calls placed by the administrator or e-mail messages.  Categories of inquiry 
included:  142 ethics-related questions from employees, 32 ethics-related questions 
referred to other agencies, 35 public inquiries, 44 questions on employee financial 
disclosure, 35 questions on the board and commission requirement for financial 
disclosure, and 74 inquiries on the requirement for consultant disclosure. 
 
Goal IV  To conduct an annual review of financial disclosure statements for county 
officials and county employees to identify potential conflict of interest with their 
official duties; to conduct timely review of consultant disclosure statements to 
identify potential conflicts of interest for consultants with their duties related to 
county contracts. 

 
Employees and Elected Officials.  By May 14, 2002, 1,969 affected employees, elected 
officials, and candidates for elective office achieved 100% compliance with the financial 
disclosure program.  The filing deadline is April 15th of each year and, although 13 
employees had not filed by that date, the May 14th compliance statistics reflected an early 
filing record over all previous years.  The administrator provided timely notices and 
reports to the county executive, county council, the ombudsman, and department 
directors as required by the King County Board of Ethics Rules Related to Filing 
Statements of Financial and Other Interests. 
 
Board and Commission Members.   The financial disclosure program realized a 92% 
compliance rate for 436 board and commission members by May 14, 2001. All members 



 
 

7 

not in compliance eventually filed within two months of that date and the final filing 
compliance was 100%. 
 
Consultant Disclosure.   Due to an outreach program by the ethics office directed at 
county employees working with contracts, compliance with the consultant disclosure 
requirement is consistently.  Contract managers responsible for professional, technical 
and engineering contracts with the county over $2,500 filed 251 consultant disclosure 
statements in 2002. 
 

Year Board Members & 
Commissioners 

(# and  
% compliance) 

Employees & Elected 
Officials  
(# and  

% compliance) 

Consultant 
Disclosure 
Statements 
(# of filings) 

    
1994 438 (% unknown) 2000 (estimate) (% unknown) 79 
1995 498 (% unknown) 2000 (estimate) (% unknown) 89 
1996 565 (% unknown) 2000 (estimate) (% unknown) 72 
1997 612 (70%) 1643 (79%) 33 
1998 528 (89%) 1671 (97%) 223 
1999 445  

90% by 9/30 
1,857  

99.5% by 9/30 
263 

2000 432 
100% by 8/14 

1,928 
100% by 8/14 

281 

2001 464 
100% by 6/6 

1,927 
100% by 6/6  

300 

2002 436 
92% by 5/14; 100% by 7/15 

1,969 
100% by 5/14 

251 

 
Goal V:  To collaborate with other ethics agencies within the State of Washington 
and the U.W. and Canada for the purposes of information exchange and to 
consider program improvements for the King County ethics program. 
 
Under the direction of the ethics board, the administrator has developed collaborative 
relationships locally and nationally through involvement with private and public ethics 
agencies and organizations.  The ethics board and office has been active in the Council 
on Governmental Ethics Laws since 1993, and the administrator currently serves on its 
publications committee. This year, the administrator worked with five other ethics 
agencies in Washington State to present the 2002 Washington State Ethics Conference 
on December 3rd.  Over 170 government employees, lawyers and board members 
registered for the conference which represents the highest number of registrations since 
first hosting this event in 1997; all board members attended.  The administrator  also 
appeared as a presenter on the topic of ethics training and education.  As a member of 
the local Northwest Ethics Network, the administrator spoke to this group on the county's 
ethics program.  Its membership includes ethics officers from Boeing, Weyerhaeuser, 
Sun Microsystems, Washington State Legislative and Executive Ethics Commissions, and 
Seattle Ethics and Elections Commission, among others.  
Along with representatives of the SEEC and Executive Ethics Board, the administrator 
was a presenter at the 2002 Blacks in Government Conference held in Seattle. 
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OTHER BOARD ACTIVITIES & NEW INITIATIVES 

 
Board Meetings.  The Board conducted 9 public meetings in 2002 and members 
maintained a 93% attendance record.  During the annual half-day board retreat held on 
Saturday, January 12, 2002, the Board approved the 2001 annual report; approved the 
2002 business plan; and approved the 2002 mission and goals. 
 
Board Memberships.  Board membership requires two members to be appointed by the 
King County Executive and two members to be appointed by the executive based on 
nominations made by the King County Council.  The fifth member, who serves as chair, is 
to be appointed by the executive based upon nominations from the other board members.  
All members are confirmed by the county council.  The board functioned with four out of 
five positions filled for half of the year; Lembhard G. Howell, Esq., left the board after 
serving two, three-year terms in May.  Other membership activity included: 
 
• On October 16, 2002, the executive reappointed Margaret T. Gordon, Ph.D., for a 

second term expiring on March 25, 2005; the council confirmed the appointment on 
October 28, 2002.   

• The council nominated Mr. Roland H. Carlson for a second term on October 29, 
2002; on December 18, 2002, the executive appointed Mr. Carlson for a three-year 
term expiring July 31, 2005; he awaits council confirmation. 

• The council nominated Rev. Paul F. Pruitt for a second term on October 29, 2002; on 
December 18, 2002, the executive appointed Rev. Pruitt for a three-year term expiring 
May 31, 2005; he awaits council confirmation. 

• Chair Lois Price Spratlen, Ph.D., serves under a current term that expires on July 
31, 2003.   

 
Name Skill/Affiliation First 

Appointed 
Term 

Expires 
Term 

# 
Selection 
Process 

Roland H. 
Carlson 

Former Boeing 
Executive & Former 
WA State Legislator 

09/30/94 07/31/05 2 Council 
Nomination 

Margaret T. 
Gordon 

University of WA 
Dean Emeritus & 
Professor 

09/05/99 03/25/05 2 Executive 
Appointment 

Lembhard G. 
Howell* 
 

Attorney in Private 
Practice 

09/19/96 05/31/02 2 Executive 
Appointment 

Lois Price 
Spratlen, Chair 

University of WA 
Ombudsman & 
Professor of Nursing 

10/31/94 07/31/03 3 Board 
Selection; 
Executive Appt 

Paul F. Pruitt Retired Clergy & 
Former WA State 
Legislator 

05/31/92 05/31/05 2 Council 
Nomination 

 
*Position vacant as of May 31, 2002. 
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Outreach.  In addition to its primary functions, the board actively pursued outreach 
initiatives in 2002.  In recognition of its thirty years of service to the county and its citizens, 
the board hosted its annual reception on June 20, 2002, for county councilmembers, the 
executive and staff, department directors, and separately elected officials.  Executive 
Sims and Council Vice Chair von Reichbauer attended and gave brief remarks.  In order 
to create cooperative working relationships with the legislative and executive branches of 
government, the board established meetings with county leaders.  Chair Price Spratlen 
met with the executive on a quarterly basis in informal sessions to discuss ethics-related 
issues within King County government.  In addition, board members met individually with 
eight of thirteen council members for this same purpose. 
 
Executive Support.  The board and administrator asked for and received support from the 
executive on ethics issues.  Prior to the annual financial disclosure program, the executive 
sent messages to executive branch directors in support of this initiative and expressed his 
approval for the high ethical standards they set for the county. 

 
2001 BUDGET 

 
The ethics board and administrator have met all 2002 goals and program objectives on 
time and within budget.  The anticipated surplus budget is $3,332. 
 

Budget $102,910 
Expenditures (est. based on 12/31 figures) $99,578 
  
Anticipated Balance (under budget) $3,332 

 
Program Budget History.  Historically, funding for the Board of Ethics has remained 
relatively unchanged over the past several years, with the exception of additional funding 
since 1997 for temporary staff in support of the financial disclosure program.  Otherwise, 
program budget totals reflect merit increases, mandatory COLA increases of 
approximately 2.32% and a one-time addition of $4,700 to the 1998 budget for expenses 
associated with the Council on Governmental Ethics Laws Conference. In 2000, the 
program administration increase reflects funding for Bank of California office rent over 
King County Courthouse costs.  DES management has not required the ethics budget to 
take a 6% target reduction demanded of most county agencies.  The Board of Ethics 
generates no income. 
 

Year Salary & Benefits* 
(1FTE) 

Extra-Help Program 
Administration 

TOTAL 

1994 44,239 1,200 15,850 61,289 
1995 48,182 1,200 15,065 64,447 
1996 51,095 1,200 12,900 65,195 
1997 55,251 6,688 16,900 78,839 
1998 56,460 9,4881 18,8102 84,7583 
1999 61,547 6,688 19,695 87,930 
2000 63,922 6,688 22,666 93,276 
2001 67,024 6,688 22,120 95,833 
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2002 71,340 6,688 24,882 102,910 
 
These budget figures are taken from reports generated by the Finance Division.  They 
reflect the final appropriated budget, or annual spending authority, granted by the county 
council.  During the course of any year, the council may adjust initial budget figures by 
ordinance.  Such increase would appear at year-end when budgets are reconciled.  
Previous year's figures are final. 
 
 
*  Benefits make up approximately 20% of total Salary & Benefits 
1  Includes $2,800 one-time COGEL funds 
2  Includes $1,900 one-time COGEL funds 
3  Reduces to $80,058 without one-time COGEL funds 


